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Abstract 
According to fear-avoidance models, a catastrophic interpretation of a painful experience may give rise to 
pain-related fear and avoidance, leading to the development and maintenance of chronic pain problems in 
the long term. However, little is known about how exactly motivation and goal prioritization play a role in 
the development of pain-related fear. The present study investigates these processes in healthy volunteers 
using an experimental context with multiple, competing goals. In a differential human fear conditioning 
paradigm, 57 participants performed joystick movements. In the control condition, one movement 
(conditioned stimulus; CS+) was followed by a painful electrocutaneous unconditioned stimulus (pain-
US) in 50% of the trials, whereas another movement (non-reinforced conditioned stimulus; CS-) was not. 
In the experimental condition, a reward in the form of lottery tickets (reward-US) accompanied the 
presentation of the pain-US. Participants were classified in three groups, as a function of the goal they 
reported to be the most important: (1) pain-avoidance, (2) reward-seeking, and  (3) both goals being 
equally important. Results indicated that neither the reward co-occurring with pain, nor the prioritized 
goal modulated pain-related fear. However, during subsequent choice trials, participants selected the 
painful movement more often when the reward was presented compared to the context in which the 
reward was absent. The latter effect was dependent on goal prioritization, with more frequent selections in 
the reward-seeking group, and the least selections in the pain-avoidance group. Taken together, these 
results underscore the importance of competing goals and goal prioritization in the attenuation of 
avoidance behavior. 
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1. Introduction 
In fear-avoidance models, it is postulated that pain-related fear may lead to the development of chronic 
pain problems [22,49]. Even though there is extensive evidence on the role of pain-related fear in the 
understanding and management of chronic pain problems [27,54], some authors have argued to increase 
the explanatory power of fear-avoidance models by taking into account a motivational perspective 
[7,44,50,51]. Patients with chronic pain not only aim to control pain and avoid bodily harm, but often 
want to pursue other life goals as well [2,14,18,35,44,48]. One of the consequences of pursuing multiple 
goals, is that the pursuit of one goal can facilitate and/or interfere with the pursuit of other goals [3]. 
Being confronted with two competing goals, an individual has to make the−often difficult−choice which 
goal to pursue, whilst halting or even disengaging from the pursuit of the other goal [3,8,16,17,37].  
 A motivational account may provide further insights in the processes identified by fear-avoidance 
models. Patients who consider their life goals as more important than pain avoidance, might be more 
inclined to expose themselves to painful events when these facilitate reaching these life goals. However, 
when patients prioritize the goal to avoid pain at the expense of the attainment of other life goals, 
disability and increased suffering may be the result [12,42]. Only recently, research has begun to 
investigate the impact of competing goals on pain-related fear and avoidance behavior. Using the 
voluntary joystick movement (VJM) paradigm, which is a well-established human fear conditioning 
paradigm [29–31], Claes and colleagues found that a concurrent reward reduced avoidance behavior 
while pain-related fear remained unaltered [6]. However, this study did not investigate the role of 
individual differences in goal prioritization. It may very well be that the effects of goal competition differ 
as a function of which type of goal participants prefer, that is, preferring to avoid pain, or to earn a reward. 
Therefore, a replication and extension of this finding is warranted.  
The current experiment was designed to further investigate the impact of goal competition on pain-related 
fear and avoidance behavior, and to examine how goal preferences moderate these effects. To this end, 
we employed the VJM paradigm [6], in which joystick movements serve as conditioned stimuli (CSs) and 
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nociceptive electrocutaneous stimuli as unconditioned stimuli (USs). A reward–lottery tickets with which 
participants could win a self-selected prize–functioned as a competing goal. Furthermore, participants 
were a priori classified in three groups, depending on which goal they considered most important: the 
pain-avoidance goal, the reward-seeking goal, or both goals valued as equally important. We expected 
that installing a competing goal would lead to decreases in pain-related fear, and less hesitation to 
perform the painful (CS+) movements, as well as making the choice to avoid pain less often. Moreover, 
we expected that goal prioritization would moderate these effects, with the strongest effects for 
participants preferring to obtain the reward, and the smallest effects for people preferring to avoid pain.  
 
2. Methods  
2.1 Participants 
Participants were recruited by means of flyers and online advertisements. Sixty-five healthy individuals 
(28 male; Mage = 22.51 years, SDage = 2.13) participated, for which they received € 12.  
Exclusion criteria were insufficient knowledge of the Dutch language, cardiovascular diseases, lung 
diseases, neurological diseases, other serious medical conditions, a current diagnosis of psychiatric 
disorders, chronic or acute pain, being asked to avoid stressful situations by a general practitioner, 
presence of electronic medical devices (e.g. pace-maker), anxiolytics or antidepressants, pregnancy, and 
deteriorated vision that is not corrected. All participants gave informed consent. The experimenter 
(female) informed that participation was voluntary, and could be discontinued at any time and for any 
reason, without negative consequences. Ethical approval was obtained through the Ethics Committee of 
the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences of the University of Leuven (Belgium). Three 
participants did not adhere to the experimental instructions. Five other participants indicated that both 
earning tickets and pain-avoidance were unimportant. These eight participants were excluded from further 
statistical analyses, as we reasoned that the experimental manipulation failed. The final sample consisted 
of 57 participants (21 male; Mage = 22.26 years, SD = 1.64). Based on the self-reported identification of 
the most important goal, participants were classified in three groups: pain-avoidance (N = 19; Mage = 22.1, 
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SDage = 1.6; 4 males), reward-seeking (N = 21; Mage = 22.9, SDage = 2; 11 males), and equally important 
(N = 17; Mage = 22.3, SDage = 2; 9 males).  
2.2 Design summary  
The experiment employed a crossover within-subject design. Participants performed joystick movements 
in the horizontal or vertical plane for the experimental and control condition respectively, or vice versa. 
The order in which the conditions were completed, the movement plane, and position of the CS+ were 
counterbalanced across participants. 
 
2.3 Apparatus and stimuli 
2.3.1 Software. The experiment was run on a Windows XP computer (Dell OptiPlex 755; Dell, 
Round Rock, TX) with 2 GB RAM and an Intel Core2 Duo processor (Intel, Santa Clara, CA) at 2.33 
GHz and an ATI Radeon 2400 graphics card (Advanced Micro Devices, Sunnyvale, CA) with 256 MB of 
video random-access memory. The experiment was programmed in Affect, version 4.0[15,41]. 
2.3.2 Stimulus material. We employed an adapted version of the VJM Paradigm [6,29]. 
Movements in four different directions served as conditioned stimuli (CS; either to the left, right, upward, 
and downward). Participants carried out these movements with their dominant hand, using a Paccus Hawk 
Joystick (Paccus Interfaces BV, Almere, The Netherlands). Rectangular targets on the computer screen 
indicated the possible movement directions. There were two types of movement trials: (a) signaled trials, 
in which a change in the color of the target from black to purple indicated the to-be-performed movement, 
(b) choice trials: in which the participant chose and performed either one of both movements. These two 
trial types are depicted in Figure 1.  
 
-INSERT FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE- 
 
A painful electrocutaneous stimulus consisting of trains of 10 ms sinusoid pulses with a frequency of 50 Hz, 
delivered for 1000 ms served as aversive unconditioned stimuli (pain-US). It was delivered by an Isolated 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 6 
Bipolar Current Stimulator (DS5; Digitimer ltd, Welwyn Garden City, England) through surface 
SensorMedics electrodes (1 cm diameter; SensorMedics Corp, San Diego, CA) filled with K-Y gel 
(Johnson & Johnson, New Brunswick, NJ) that were attached to the wrist of the dominant hand. Stimulus 
intensity was individually determined during a standard calibration procedure (see below)[29,32]. In the 
experimental condition, lottery tickets served as positive unconditioned stimuli (reward-US). These 
lottery tickets represented the chance to win a prize worth approximately 100 euros, chosen by the 
participant during an individual prize selection procedure (see below). One reward-US represented two 
lottery tickets. Upon movement completion, participants received the pain-US with or without concurrent 
reward-US for reinforced, painful movements (CS+), but not for safe movements (CS-). 
2.4 Self-reported measures 
2.4.1 Goal measures. To explore the effects of goal preference, participants indicated what their 
most important goal was prior to the start of the acquisition phase of the experimental condition, by 
selecting one of the following answer options: (1) pain avoidance, (2) earning tickets, (3) whether both 
goals were equally important, or (4) equally unimportant. If they wished, participants could write down 
why they selected the chosen option. We divided participants into three groups, based on which option 
was selected: pain-avoidance, reward-seeking, and equally important. Participants selecting ‘equally 
unimportant’ were excluded from the experiment (see above).  
2.4.2 Outcome measures. During the experimental phase, the participants were requested after 
three trials to online report about their experience. Participants reported to what extent they were afraid to 
perform the previous movement (‘pain-related fear’). Participants also rated how painful (‘pain intensity’), 
how unpleasant (‘pain unpleasantness’), and how tolerable (‘pain tolerance’) the electrocutaneous 
stimulus was. All except one question were answered using an 11-point Likert scale. The pain intensity 
item was additionally rated using a verbal rating scale with the following labels: ‘mild’ – ‘moderate’ – 
‘very’ – ‘immense’.  
2.4.3 Manipulation check.  
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Along with the assessment of the outcome measures, participants reported to what extent they expected 
the electrocutaneous stimulus (‘pain expectancy’), and to what extent they expected lottery tickets (‘ticket 
expectancy’), using an 11-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (not at all) to 10 (very much). These 
questions enabled us to check whether participants successfully learned the CS-US contingencies.  
2.4.4 Questionnaires. Participants completed several questionnaires after the experiment via an 
online system. Information about participants’ age, sex, status, education and work was collected. 
Furthermore, participants completed the Fear of Pain Questionnaire (FPQ-III-NL)[46], the Pain 
Catastrophizing Scale (PCS)[43], and the Trait Positive Affectivity and Negative Affectivity Scale 
(PANAS)[10]. These questionnaires were collected for descriptive purposes only, and data from these 
questionnaires were not included in any of the statistical analyses.  
2.5 Response latency 
Response latency was the time (in seconds) that participants needed to initiate the movement, more 
specifically, the time between the presentation of the starting signal (a fixation cross) and leaving the start 
region (a small circle in the middle of the computer screen) [4,6,34].  
2.6 Behavioral decisions  
During choice trials, participants chose which movement they wanted to perform: the CS+ or the CS- 
movement. Participants completed twelve choice trials per condition. For each choice trial, the decision 
was registered. The choice for a painful movement was coded as 1, the choice for a safe movement as 0. 
The sum of the number of times the participants chose to perform the painful (CS+) movement was 
calculated per participant per condition, yielding a number between 0 and 12. This sum served as a 
measurement index of avoidant decision making behavior, with higher values indicating fewer avoidant 
decisions [6].  
2.7 Choice switches 
The number of times that participants switched between the CS+ and CS- movements during the choice 
phase were also calculated per condition. Switching was coded as 1, not switching was coded as 0.  The 
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sum per condition, varying from 0-12, served as an index of behavioral persistence, with lower numbers 
indicating higher persistence[14,33,40]. 
2.8 Procedure 
At the beginning, participants were informed that the objective was to study the effects of different types 
of distractors on motor movements, and that painful electrocutaneous stimuli would be administered as 
part of the procedure. The experiment consisted of 5 phases and lasted about 90 minutes. The 
experimental design is presented in Table 1.  
-INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE- 
 
2.8.1 Stimulus calibration phase. The experimenter informed participants that painful 
electrocutaneous stimuli would be administered in order to individually determine the stimulus intensity 
level. The aim was to select a stimulus that was painful and required some effort to tolerate. When 
participants no longer wished to increase stimulus intensity, they notified the experimenter. The 
experimenter asked the participant whether s/he agreed with repeatedly receiving stimuli of maximally 
the selected intensity during the subsequent phase(s).  
2.8.2 Practice Phase. In the subsequent practice phase, participants rehearsed performing 
joystick movements and familiarized themselves with the task. Participants were required to perform the 
joystick movements towards a target as fast and as accurately as possible, and as soon as the start signal 
(fixation cross, ‘+’) appeared. Further instructions stated that the to-be-performed movement was either 
signaled by a purple coloring of a rectangular target, or, when indicated on screen, could be freely chosen 
by the participant. When a movement was successfully performed, the corresponding target turned yellow. 
Participants did not receive any pain- or reward-USs during this phase. Participants received immediate 
visual feedback during the movements. A cursor on the screen indicated the position of the joystick 
during the movement, and an error message was displayed when participants performed an incorrect 
movement. The experimenter monitored the participants’ movements via a closed-circuit-TV-installation 
and provided tailored feedback via intercom if needed. Participants completed 2 blocks of 5 practice 
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trials: the first block consisted of 4 signaled movements in the horizontal movement plane (2 left, 2 right), 
and one choice trial. In the second block, movements were conducted in the vertical movement plane 
(upward/downward). A trial consisted of a 1.5 s-presentation of the fixation cross, and performance of the 
CS movement, which varies in length, depending on participant’s movement speed. Inter trial Intervals 
(ITI) were 8 s in duration. The trial timing of a signaled trial is depicted in Figure 2.  
 
-INSERT FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE- 
 
2.8.3 Experimental Phase. The experimental phase consisted of two separate conditions, the 
control and experimental condition. The order in which both conditions were completed was 
counterbalanced across participants. In each condition, participants were instructed to perform the 
movements as fast and as accurately as possible upon appearance of the fixation cross.  
Control condition. The experimenter informed participants that an electrocutaneous stimulus of 
varying intensity but maximally the selected stimulus (pain-US) would follow one movement (CS+), but 
not the other movement (CS-). In reality, the pain-US was always the same intensity, that is, the selected 
maximal intensity.  
Participants then completed an acquisition phase, consisting of 3 blocks of 8 trials (4 CS+, 4 CS-). 
Which movement served as a CS+ was counterbalanced between participants. Half of the CS+ trials were 
reinforced, that is, followed by the pain-US, whereas the CS- was never reinforced. USs were always 
administered immediately after successful completion of a movement (i.e., after the target turned yellow). 
In every acquisition block, participants rated pain-related fear and pain-expectancy of 1 CS+ and 1 CS- 
movement. For the CS+ trial, pain intensity, and pain unpleasantness were also rated. Immediately 
following the acquisition phase, a test phase (one block of 12 CS+ and 12 CS- trials) took place testing 
our hypotheses. Again, reinforcement rate was 50%. Participants rated pain-related fear and pain-
expectancy, and if applicable pain intensity and unpleasantness for 3 CS+ and 3 CS- movements. In the 
subsequent choice phase, participants were informed via instructions on the computer screen that they 
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could choose which movement, either the CS+ or the CS-, they performed. The instructions emphasized 
that the same movement (CS+) would be followed by the pain-US, whereas the other movement (CS-) 
would not. In total, 4 blocks of 3 choice trials (12 movements in total) were completed. CS+ movements 
in the choice phase were 100% reinforced. Trial timing was identical to the practice phase.  
Experimental Condition. The experimental condition was highly similar to the control condition, 
except for the following: (a) prior to the experimental condition, participants were informed that they 
could earn lottery tickets to win an additional prize of their choice. Participants then selected one out of a 
list of possible prizes; (b) Participants were informed that one movement (CS+) would be followed by an 
electrocutaneous stimulus of varying intensity, but maximally the previously selected stimulus (pain-US) 
and lottery tickets (reward-US), whereas the other movement (CS-) would not. Instructions stressed that 
with these lottery tickets, participants could win the prize of their choice and the more tickets they earned, 
the higher the probability of winning the prize. Half of the CS+ trials were followed by both the Pain-US 
and the reward-US in the acquisition and test phase, whereas in the choice phase all CS+ trials were 
reinforced; the pain-US and reward-US were presented simultaneously; (c) Before the start of the 
acquisition phase, participants selected the goal they preferred; and (d) participants also rated ticket 
expectancy during the task. 
2.7.4 Debriefing. At the end of the experiment, participants were informed about the course of 
the lottery and the number of tickets they had won. During the experiment, participants were instructed 
that the more tickets they earned, the higher the probability of winning the prize of their choice. However, 
unknown to the participants,, all participants had an equal chance of winning the lottery. Participants were 
requested to leave their e-mail address to be contacted in case they won the prize. Second, we invited 
participants for an e-mail debriefing where they were informed about the objectives and broader context 
of the experiment. At the end of the experiment, a winner was selected at random.  
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3. Results 
3.1 Data reduction and analysis 
Response latencies < 250 ms and > 3000 ms were considered outliers and therefore eliminated. Similarly, 
response latencies deviating more than 3 SDs from the within-subject-mean calculated for the 
corresponding movement (CS+/CS-) and condition (control/experimental) were excluded from further 
analysis. 2 × 2 [Condition (control/experimental) × CS type (CS+/CS-)] Repeated Measures ANOVAs 
with Group (pain-avoidance/equally important/reward-seeking) as between-subjects variables were run 
for the self-reported measures and response latencies. For decision making behavior and choice switches, 
ANOVAs with Condition as within-subject variable and Group as between-subjects variable were carried 
out. Follow-up planned contrasts were calculated when appropriate. All statistical analysis were run with 
SPSS 22.0[18]. Greenhouse Geisser corrections were reported when appropriate. Effect sizes were 
calculated using general eta squared (η2G), with values of .2, .13, and .26 respectively indicating a small, 
medium, and large effect[2,24,35].  
3.2 Descriptive statistics 
The average intensity of the painful electrocutaneous stimulus was 12.2 mA (SD = 4.6). 
Participants scored on average 19.2 (SD = 9.3) on the PCS, and 69.9 (SD = 16.2) on the FPQ-III-NL. 
Mean scores on the positive affectivity and negative affectivity scale of the PANAS were 35.7 (SD = 4.3) 
and 20.7 (SD = 5.7) respectively. There were no significant differences between groups on these variables. 
Participants earned on average 40 (SD = 8.9) lottery tickets. However, there was a significant difference 
between groups, F (2,54) = 21.73, p < 0.001. The pain-avoidance group earned on average fewer lottery 
tickets (M=32, SD = 8.4), than the equally important group (M = 41, SD = 8), who in turn earned fewer 
tickets than the reward-seeking group (M = 46, SD = 3.1). 
3.3 Self-reported measures (see Table 2) 
3.3.1 Manipulation check For the pain-expectancy measure, analyses revealed a significant 
main effect of CS type, F (1,54) = 84.26, p < .001, η2G = .439.This effect did not interact with Condition, 
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F <1, nor differ between Groups, F < 1, indicating that participants successfully associated the CS+ 
movement but not the CS- movement with the pain-US. Similarly, for the ticket-expectancy measure 
there was a significant main effect of CS type, F = 122.71, p < .001, η2G = .557, but no significant 
interaction between CS type × Group, F < 1, suggesting that participants successfully learned that the 
reward accompanied the CS+ but not the CS- in the experimental condition, irrespective of their goal 
preference.  
3.3.2 Outcome measures. Statistical analysis for the pain-related fear measure yielded a 
significant main effect of CS type, F(1,56) = 58.26, p < .001, η2G  = .266, as well as a main effect of 
Group, F (2,54) = 4.33, p = .018, η2G= .07, but no significant interaction between both variables, F < 1. 
Planned pairwise comparisons revealed that overall, the reward-seeking group reported less pain-related 
fear compared to the equally important group, t(54) = -1.47, p = .031. The reward-seeking group tended 
to report less pain-related fear than the pain-avoidance group, but this difference did not reach statistical 
significance, t(54) = -1.267, p = .067. The pain-avoidance group and equally important group did not 
differ in self-reported pain-related fear, t(54) = -0.203, p = 1. No main effect or interactions with the 
variable Condition were found.  
Repeated Measures ANOVA with Condition as within subjects-variable and Group as a between-subjects 
variable revealed that participants did not find the painful electrocutaneous stimulus less painful when a 
reward was presented, main effect Condition: F < 1. There was no significant main effect of Group, F<1, 
nor was there a significant interaction Condition × Group, F (2,54) = 1.59, p = .214, η2G  .009. Similarly, 
participants also did not find the electrocutaneous stimulus less unpleasant when a reward was presented 
compared to when a reward was not presented, main effect Condition: F(1,54) = 2.33, p = .133, η2G  
= .005. There was no difference between groups either; main effect Group: F< 1.  
3.4 Response latencies (see Table 2) 
For response latency, a significant main effect of CS type emerged, F(1,54) = 6.43, p = .014, η2G  = .005, 
and this effect did not interact significantly with Condition nor Group, F (2,54) = 1.19, p = .281, 
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η2G< .001; F < 1, respectively, indicating that participants are slower in initiating the CS+ movement 
compared to the CS- movement, irrespective of group or condition. Mean scores per condition and group 
of the self-reported measures and response latencies are presented in Table 2. 
 
-INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE- 
 
3.5 Behavioral decisions 
Participants chose to perform the painful movement more often when the reward-US was presented, 
compared to when the reward was not presented; main effect Condition: F(1,54) = 166.03, p < .001, η2G  
= .557 . Similarly, the number of painful movements performed is moderated by Group, F(2,54) = 19.02, 
p < .001, η2G= .294. The Group × Condition interaction was also significant, F = 11.53, p < .001,η 2G 
= .148. Planned pairwise comparisons revealed that each Group performed more painful movements in 
the experimental than in the control condition, Pain-avoidance: t(18) = 3.69, p = .002; Reward-seeking: 
t(20) = 16.81, p < .001; Equally important: t(16) = 6.024, p < .001. Furthermore, results showed that 
when the reward was presented, participants preferring pain-avoidance (Pain-avoidance Group) 
performed fewer painful movements than participants considering both goals equally important, t(34) = -
3.327, p = .002. Participants from the latter group performed fewer painful movements than the 
participants who preferred to obtain the reward (Reward Group), t(19.54) = 2.386, p = .027. The number 
of painful movements performed during the choice phase per Condition and Group is presented in Figure 
3.  
-INSERT FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE- 
 
3.6 Choice switches 
For choice switches, neither the main effects of Condition nor Group were significant, F < 1. The 
Condition × Group interaction however, was significant, F (2,54) = 7.51, p = .001, η2G = .12. Further 
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analyses revealed that the participants who indicated that they preferred pain-avoidance, persisted in 
avoidance when there was no reward, but they were more flexible when the reward was presented, t(18) = 
2.557, p = .02. The reward-seeking group on the other hand, were persistent in selecting the painful 
movement when accompanied by the reward, but switched more often between the painful and the safe 
movements when there was no reward, t(20) = -2.726, p = .013. The equally important group however 
was equally flexible in both conditions, t(16) = .079, p = .938. The number of choice switches between 
painful and safe movements during the choice phase per Condition and Group is presented in Figure 4. 
 
-INSERT FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE- 
 
4 Discussion 
This study investigated whether a competing reward-seeking goal resulted in diminution of pain–related 
fear and avoidance behavior. Additionally, we investigated whether goal prioritization moderated this 
effect. For this purpose, we used the VJM paradigm [6,29]. In the control condition, participants 
performed movements in two different directions. One movement was accompanied by a painful stimulus, 
whereas the other was not. In the experimental condition, performing a painful movement also resulted in 
earning lottery tickets, thusly creating a competition between pain-avoidance and reward-seeking 
tendencies.  
The results can be summarized as follows. First, participants readily learned to differentiate the painful 
and safe movements, and which movement co-occurred with the reward. Second, participants who 
indicated a preference for the reward reported less pain-related fear. However, pain-related fear was 
unaffected by a reward during the painful movement, as was the case in our previous study [6]. Third, 
participants were more hesitant performing a painful movement than a safe movement, irrespective of 
their preferred goal, and irrespective of the presence of the concurrent reward. Fourth, participants 
performed more painful movements when a concurrent reward was present than when it was absent. 
Moreover, the number of painful movements performed was affected by participants’ preferred goal. 
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More specifically, participants who indicated that they preferred to avoid pain, performed fewer painful 
movements than participants finding both goals equally important, who in turn performed fewer painful 
movements than participants indicating to be eager to earn the reward. Fifth, goal preference influenced the 
number of times that participants switched between performing a painful and a safe movement, or vice 
versa, which is indicative of behavioral persistence[14,33]. It seems that when participants preferred to 
avoid pain, they were rather persistent when nothing could be gained by the painful movement, whereas 
they switched more often when a concurrent reward was present. Conversely, participants who preferred 
the reward, persisted in selecting the painful movement when accompanied with the reward-US, but at 
times avoided the painful movement when there was no reward.  
Overall, the results of this study corroborate the view that avoidance behavior is a dynamic response that 
is not only influenced by pain and associated responding, but also by contextual factors and competing 
goals such as obtaining a reward [9,45]. As such, avoidance behavior may vary within individuals 
depending on the situation. Furthermore, this study further demonstrates that although self-reported pain-
related fear remains unaltered, pursuing a competing goal may result in a diminution of observable 
avoidance behavior [21,42,45]. Moreover, goal preference seems to moderate this effect. This finding is 
in line with the idea that pursuing one goal, i.e., performing movements to earn tickets, may inhibit 
conflicting goals, i.e., avoiding the same movement to deter a painful stimulation [11,36]. Current fear-
avoidance models however have difficulties explaining such findings, and would therefore benefit from 
including theories on behavioral decision making as well as goal pursuit [7,45]. More specifically, more 
insight is needed in the mechanisms underlying the incorporation of competing goals and their influence 
on avoidance behavior. One interesting avenue to explore is the impact of differences in value of the 
different goals and the expected outcome (i.e., the probability of successful goal attainment) on pain-
related fear and avoidance behavior [8,17,45].  
Our findings may have implications for clinical practice. First, the assessment of goals and goal 
importance might help us identify the person’s valued life goals that compete with the goal to avoid pain. 
Identifying the situations in which individuals experience goal conflict or prioritize pain avoidance over 
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other life goals may shed more light on the reasons why they are prone to engage in avoidance behavior. 
Although identification of goal prioritization has been clinically advocated, research on the presence of 
goal conflicts in patient populations and the underlying mechanisms is still lacking. Our study is one of 
the first to suggest that prioritizing non-pain goals over pain avoidance goals might instigate individuals 
with chronic pain to expose themselves to daily activities, even though they are painful, whereas 
prioritizing pain avoidance instigates avoidance behavior. Second, the current study provides evidence 
that avoidance behavior is the result of not only pain-related characteristics, but also of contextual 
features such as pain-avoidance goals and reward-seeking goals. Indeed, the results of this study seem to 
corroborate that incorporating both pain-related and other, valuable life goals in treatment may be a more 
effective method to optimize treatment outcome, instead of focusing on pain-related fear alone [5,7,38]. 
Third, the results indicated that pain avoidance could be overcome by introducing a competitive valuable 
reward, even when participants considered pain avoidance as their most important goal. Thus, the current 
experiment provides further experimental evidence for interventions that bolster the importance of 
patients’ relevant life goals, so that patients may leave the path of avoidance, and venture to be active 
despite pain [13,38,45]. Examples of such already existing interventions are motivational interviewing, 
(contextual) cognitive-behavioral treatments, graded activity, and exposure in vivo[19,20,28,38,52].  
There are some limitations to consider. First, the sample used in this experiment included mostly 
healthy, undergraduate students, thus restricting generalizability to general and patient samples. In a 
related vein, we operationalized goal competition by introducing a concurrent reward when painful 
movements are performed. Although the use of monetary incentives has been effective in installing a 
reward-seeking goal previously in experimental settings [42,47,48], the ecological validity of using such a 
manipulation in a clinical sample is probably limited. Third, the grouping of participants was based upon 
self-reported preferences, and was not experimentally manipulated. One should therefore be careful with 
making causal inferences. Fourth, the current study only made use of self-reports and behavioral measures 
to investigate the hypotheses. To further corroborate these findings, future studies may include 
psychophysiological measures as well, such as the eye blink startle reflex [26,29] and pupil dilatation 
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[1,25]. Fifth, we did not replicate the finding of Claes et al. that participants respond equally fast to the 
CS+ than to the CS- movement when a reward is presented [5]. A difference in the operationalization of 
response latency no longer enabled participants in the current study to prepare and assess the situation 
before actually having to perform the movement, which may account for the difference in responding 
towards the painful and safe movement [34]. Lastly, our hypotheses were tested in a test phase, in which 
both goals were kept active by using intermittent reinforcement. It would be interesting to investigate 
what the effects of competing goals and goal prioritization on pain-related fear and avoidance behavior 
are in an extinction context. Such situations might reveal whether participants persist in their behavior 
when there is no further reinforcement. Despite these limitations, the results of the present study seem to 
indicate that including a reward diminishes avoidant decision making behavior, leaving pain-related fear 
unchanged. Moreover, goal preferences appear to moderate these effects.  
 
 
Acknowledgements 
 
 The authors would like to thank Jeroen Clarysse for his help in programming the experiment, and Liet De Wachter 
for her assistance in data collection. This study was supported by the research-grant “Pain-related fear in context: 
The effects of concomitant non-pain goals and goal conflicts on fear responding in the context of pain” funded by 
the Research Foundation – Flanders, Belgium (Fonds wetenschappelijk Onderzoek [FWO] Vlaanderen) granted to 
GC and JWSV (Grant ID: G091812N). The current study was presented as a poster during the 44th EABCT meeting 
in Den Haag, The Netherlands, September 2014, during which Nathalie Claes was awarded the second EABCT 
poster prize award. The authors report no conflict of interest. 
 
 
 
 
 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 18 
References 
[1]  Anderson BA, Yantis S. Value-driven attentional and oculomotor capture during goal-
directed, unconstrained viewing. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 2012; 74:1644–53. 
doi:10.3758/s13414-012-0348-2. 
[2]  Bakeman R. Recommended effect size statistics for repeated measures designs. Behav. 
Res. Methods 2005;37:379–384. doi:10.3758/BF03192707. 
[3]  Boudreaux MJ, Ozer DJ. Goal conflict, goal striving, and psychological well-being. Motiv. 
Emot. 2012;37:433–443. doi:10.1007/s11031-012-9333-2. 
[4]  Chen M, Bargh JA. Consequences of automatic evaluation: immediate behavioral 
predispositions to approach or avoid the stimulus. Personal. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 
1999;25:215–224. doi:10.1177/0146167299025002007. 
[5]  Christiansen S, Oettingen G, Dahme B, Klinger R. A short goal-pursuit intervention to 
improve physical capacity: a randomized clinical trial in chronic back pain patients. Pain 
2010;149:444–52. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2009.12.015. 
[6]  Claes N, Karos K, Meulders A, Crombez G, Vlaeyen JWS. Competing Goals Attenuate 
Avoidance Behavior in the Context of Pain. J. Pain 2014;15:1120–9. 
doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2014.08.003. 
[7]  Crombez G, Eccleston C, Van Damme S, Vlaeyen JWS, Karoly P. Fear-avoidance model 
of chronic pain: the next generation. Clin. J. Pain 2012;28:475–83. 
doi:10.1097/AJP.0b013e3182385392. 
[8]  Eccles JS, Wigfield A. Motivational beliefs, values, and goals. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 
2002;53:109–32. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135153. 
[9]  Eccleston C, Crombez G. Pain demands attention: a cognitive-affective model of the 
interruptive function of pain. Psychol. Bull. 1999;125:356–66. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 19 
[10]  Engelen U, De Peuter S, Victoir A, Van Diest I, Van Den Bergh O. Further validation of 
the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS) and comparison of two Dutch 
versions. Gedrag en Gezondh. 2006;34:61–70. 
[11]  Förster J, Liberman N, Friedman RS. Seven principles of goal activation: a systematic 
approach to distinguishing goal priming from priming of non-goal constructs. Pers. Soc. 
Psychol. Rev. 2007;11:211–33. doi:10.1177/1088868307303029. 
[12]  Gandhi W, Becker S, Schweinhardt P. Pain increases motivational drive to obtain reward, 
but does not affect associated hedonic responses: a behavioural study in healthy volunteers. 
Eur. J. Pain 2013;17:1093–103. doi:10.1002/j.1532-2149.2012.00281.x. 
[13]  Gebhardt WA. Chapter 2. Contextualizing health behaviors: the role of personal goals. In: 
de Ridder DTD, de Wit JBF, editors. Self-regulation in health behavior. West Sussex, 
England: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2008. 
 [14]  Hampton AN, Adolphs R, Tyszka MJ, O’Doherty JP. Contributions of the amygdala to 
reward expectancy and choice signals in human prefrontal cortex. Neuron 2007;55:545–
55. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2007.07.022. 
[15]  Hermans D, Clarysse J, Baeyens F, Spruyt A. Affect (Version 4.0). 2005. Available: 
http://www.psy.kuleuven.ac.be/leerpsy/affect4. 
[16]  Higgins ET. Beyond pleasure and pain. Am. Psychol. 1997;52:1280–300.. 
[17]  Higgins ET. How Self-regulation creates distinct values: the case of promotion and 
prevention decision making. J. Consum. Psychol. 2002;12:177–191. 
[18]  IBM Corp. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 22.0. 2013. 
[19]  Jensen MP, Nielson WR, Kerns RD. Toward the development of a motivational model of 
pain self-management. J. Pain 2003;4:477–492. doi:10.1016/S1526-5900(03)00779-X. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 20 
[20]  Jones KD, Burckhardt CS, Bennett JA. Motivational interviewing may encourage exercise 
in persons with fibromyalgia by enhancing self efficacy. Arthritis Rheum. 2004;51:864–7. 
doi:10.1002/art.20684. 
[21]  Karoly P, Okun MA, Ruehlman LS, Pugliese JA. The impact of goal cognition and pain 
severity on disability and depression in adults with chronic pain: an examination of direct 
effects and mediated effects via pain-Induced fear. Cognit. Ther. Res. 2007;32:418–433. 
doi:10.1007/s10608-007-9136-z. 
[22]  Karoly P, Ruehlman LS. Goal cognition and its clinical implications: development and 
preliminary validation of four motivational assessment instruments. Assessment 
1995;2:113–129. 
[23]  Karsdorp PA, Vlaeyen JWS. Goals matter: both achievement and pain-avoidance goals are 
associated with pain severity and disability in patients with low back and upper extremity 
pain. Pain 2011;152:1382–90. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2011.02.018. 
[24]  Lakens D. Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate cumulative science: a 
practical primer for t-tests and ANOVAs. Front. Psychol. 2013;4:863. 
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00863. 
[25]  Lang PJ, Bradley MM. Emotion and the motivational brain. Biol. Psychol. 2010;84:437–
50. doi:10.1016/j.biopsycho.2009.10.007. 
[26]  Lang PJ, McTeague LM. The anxiety disorder spectrum: fear imagery, physiological 
reactivity, and differential diagnosis. Anxiety. Stress. Coping 2009;22:5–25. 
doi:10.1080/10615800802478247. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 21 
[27]  Leeuw M, Houben RMA, Severeijns R, Picavet HSJ, Schouten EGW, Vlaeyen JWS. Pain-
related fear in low back pain: a prospective study in the general population. Eur. J. Pain 
2007;11:256–66. doi:10.1016/j.ejpain.2006.02.009. 
[28]  McCracken LM, MacKichan F, Eccleston C. Contextual cognitive-behavioral therapy for 
severely disabled chronic pain sufferers: effectiveness and clinically significant change. 
Eur. J. Pain 2007;11:314–22. doi:10.1016/j.ejpain.2006.05.004. 
[29]  Meulders A, Vansteenwegen D, Vlaeyen JWS. The acquisition of fear of movement-
related pain and associative learning: a novel pain-relevant human fear conditioning 
paradigm. Pain 2011;152:2460–9. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2011.05.015. 
[30]  Meulders A, Vlaeyen JWS. Mere intention to perform painful movements elicits fear 
of movement-related pain: an experimental study on fear acquisition beyond actual 
movements. J. Pain 2013;14:412–423. 
[31]  Meulders A, Vlaeyen JWS. Reduction of fear of movement-related pain and pain-related 
anxiety: an associative learning approach using a voluntary movement paradigm. Pain 
2012;153:1504–13. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2012.04.013. 
[32]  Meulders A, Vlaeyen JWS. The acquisition and generalization of cued and contextual 
pain-related fear: an experimental study using a voluntary movement paradigm. Pain 
2013;154:272–82. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2012.10.025. 
[33]  Meyer SF, Schley DR, Fantino E. The role of context in risky choice. Behav. Processes 
2011;87:100–5. doi:10.1016/j.beproc.2011.01.010. 
[34]  Mineka S, Gino A. Dissociation between conditioned emotional response and extended 
avoidance performance. Learn. Motiv. 1980;11:476–502. doi:10.1016/0023-
9690(80)90029-6. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 22 
[35]  Olejnik S, Algina J. Generalized eta and omega squared statistics: measures of effect size 
for some common research designs. Psychol. Methods 2003;8:434–47. doi:10.1037/1082-
989X.8.4.434. 
[36]  Riediger M, Freund AM. Interference and facilitation among personal goals: differential 
associations with subjective well-being and persistent goal pursuit. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 
Bull. 2004;30:1511–23. doi:10.1177/0146167204271184. 
[37]  Roy M. Weighting pain avoidance and reward seeking: a neuroeconomical approach to 
pain. J. Neurosci. 2010;30:4185–6. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0262-10.2010. 
[38]  Schrooten MG, Vlaeyen JW, Morley S. Psychological interventions for chronic pain: 
reviewed within the context of goal pursuit. Pain Manag. 2012;2:141–150. 
doi:10.2217/pmt.12.2. 
[39]  Schrooten MGS, Vlaeyen JWS. Becoming active again? Further thoughts on goal pursuit 
in chronic pain. Pain 2010;149:422–3. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2010.02.038. 
[40]  Schrooten MGS, Wiech K, Vlaeyen JWS. When pain meets… pain-related choice 
behavior and pain perception in different goal conflict situations. J. Pain 2014;15:1166–78. 
doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2014.08.011. 
[41]  Spruyt A, Clarysse J, Vansteenwegen D, Baeyens F, Hermans D. Affect 4.0: a free 
software package for implementing psychological and psychophysiological experiments. 
Exp. Psychol. 2010;57:36–45. doi:10.1027/1618-3169/a000005. 
[42]  Talmi D, Dayan P, Kiebel SJ, Frith CD, Dolan RJ. How humans integrate the prospects of 
pain and reward during choice. J. Neurosci. 2009;29:14617–26. 
doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2026-09.2009. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 23 
[43]  Van Damme S, Crombez G, Bijttebier P, Goubert L, Van Houdenhove B. A confirmatory 
factor analysis of the Pain Catastrophizing Scale: invariant factor structure across clinical 
and non-clinical populations. Pain 2002;96:319–24.  
[44]  Van Damme S, Crombez G, Eccleston C. Coping with pain: a motivational perspective. 
Pain 2008;139:1–4. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2008.07.022. 
[45]  Van Damme S, Van Ryckeghem DML, Wyffels F, Van Hulle L, Crombez G. No pain no 
gain? Pursuing a competing goal inhibits avoidance behavior. Pain 2012;153:800–4. 
doi:10.1016/j.pain.2011.12.015. 
[46]  Van Wijk AJ, Hoogstraten J. Dutch translation of the Fear of Pain Questionnaire: factor 
structure, reliability and validity. Eur. J. Pain 2006;10:479–86. 
doi:10.1016/j.ejpain.2005.06.008. 
[47]  Verhoeven K, Crombez G, Eccleston C, Van Ryckeghem DML, Morley S, Van Damme S. 
The role of motivation in distracting attention away from pain: an experimental study. 
Pain 2010;149:229–34. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2010.01.019. 
[48]  Vlaev I, Seymour B, Dolan RJ, Chater N. The price of pain and the value of suffering. 
Psychol. Sci. 2009;20:309–17. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02304.x. 
[49]  Vlaeyen JW, Linton SJ. Fear-avoidance and its consequences in chronic musculoskeletal 
pain: a state of the art. Pain 2000;85:317–32.  
[50]  Vlaeyen JWS, Crombez G, Linton SJ. The fear-avoidance model of pain: We are not there 
yet. Comment on Wideman et al. “A prospective sequential analysis of the fear-avoidance 
model of pain” [Pain, 2009] and Nicholas “First things first: reduction in catastrophizing 
before fear of movement” . Pain 2009;146:222; author reply 222–3. 
doi:10.1016/j.pain.2009.08.022. 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 24 
[51]  Vlaeyen JWS, Linton SJ. Fear-avoidance model of chronic musculoskeletal pain: 12 years 
on. Pain 2012;153:1144–7. doi:10.1016/j.pain.2011.12.009. 
[52]  Vowles KE, McCracken LM. Acceptance and values-based action in chronic pain: a study 
of treatment effectiveness and process. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 2008;76:397–407. 
doi:10.1037/0022-006X.76.3.397. 
[53]  Wiech K, Tracey I. Pain, decisions, and actions: a motivational perspective. Front. 
Neurosci. 2013;7:1–12. 
[54]  Zale EL, Lange KL, Fields SA, Ditre JW. The relation between pain-related fear and 
disability: a meta-analysis. J. Pain 2013;14:1019–30. doi:10.1016/j.jpain.2013.05.005.  
 
PAIN-AVOIDANCE VERSUS REWARD-SEEKING 25 
Figures          
 
Fig. 1. Types of trials. (a) Signaled trials: to-be-performed movements are signaled by the purple coloring 
of the target; (b) Choice trials: the participant choose and perform one of both movements. 
 
Fig. 2. Trial timing. The trial timing is depicted for a signaled trial. Trial timing is fairly similar for a 
choice trial, with the difference that there is no purple coloring of the target, but an instruction to choose 
and perform one of both movements. Here, the vertical movement plane is depicted. Note that movement 
plane is counterbalanced between conditions and between participants. Fifty percent of the CS+ 
movements are followed by the pain-US alone in the control condition, and by both the pain-US and 
reward-US in the experimental condition. The CS- movement is never reinforced. An arrow indicates the 
performed CS movement. 
 
Fig. 3. Average number of painful movements performed during the Choice phase.  
 
Fig. 4. Average number of choice switches during the Choice phase. 
 
Table 1 
Experimental design 
Condition 
 
 
Practice 
 
Experimental phase 
  
Acquisition 
 
Test  Choice 
Control 
 
2 { 2 CSleft, 2 CSright, 1 CTleft/right}                         
2 { 2 CSup, 2 CSdown, 1 CTup/down} 
 
3 {4 CSp+, 4 CS-} 
 
{12 CSp+, 12 CS-} 
 3 { 4 
CT} 
  
 
  
Experimental 
 
 
3 {4 CSrp+, 4 CS-} 
 
{12 CSrp+, 12 CS-} 
 3 { 4 
CT} 
          
Note:  Both conditions are performed by all participants in counterbalanced order. All participants complete the practice phase only once, before the start of the experimental phase. 
CS indicates the conditioned stimulus, that is, joystick movements, that are either reinforced (+) or non-reinforced (-). CT indicates a choice trial, indicating trials where 
participants choose and perform either the CS+ or the CS- movement. A p indicates that a pain-US was administrated, and an r signals that the movement was followed by a 
reward-US. In the acquisition and test phase, CSs+ were reinforced in half of the trials (50%), whereas in the choice phase, choosing the CS+ movement always resulted in the 
administration of the pain-US (control) or both the pain-US and the reward-US (experimental). 
  
Table 2 
 
Mean and SD per CS type, Group and Condition for all self-reported measures and response latencies   
  Total  Pain-avoidance  Reward-seeking Equally Important 
Variable Stimulus M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD)  M (SD) 
Control Condition         
Pain intensity CS+ 6.7 (1.5)  6.7 (1.8)  6.6 (1.3)  7 (1.4) 
Pain unpleasantness CS+ 7.4 (1.6)  7.3 (2)  7.3 (1.3)  7.6 (1.3) 
Pain-US expectancy CS+ 7.5 (1.8)  7.4 (1.7)  7.3 (2)  7.7 (1.7) 
 CS- 3.2 (3.2)  3.4 (3.5)  2.9 (3.2)  3.4 (3.1) 
Pain-related fear CS+ 5.6 (2.5)  5.5 (2.5)  4.9 (2.8)  6.6 (2) 
 CS- 2.4 (2.5)  2.8 (2.8)  1.9 (2.3)  3 (2.6) 
Response Latencies (ms) CS+ 451 (155)  513 (202)  397 (109)  447 (122) 
 CS- 440 (125)  483 (153)  412 (114)  424 (92) 
Experimental Condition         
Pain intensity CS+ 6.7 (1.5)  6.9 (1.6)  6.6 (1.1)  6.5 (1.9) 
Pain unpleasantness CS+ 7.1 (1.7)  7.1 (2.2)  7.2 (1.3)  7.2 (1.8) 
Pain-US expectancy CS+ 7.4 (1.7)  7.7 (1.5)  7 (1.7)  7.5 (2) 
 CS- 3.2 (2.9)  3.5 (3.1)  2.8 (2.8)  3.4 (3.1) 
Ticket-US expectancy CS+ 7 (1.5)  6.5 (1.6)  7 (1.6)  7.6 (1.1) 
 CS- 2.6 (2.4)  2.7 (2.3)  2.5 (2.6)  2.7 (2.6) 
Pain-related fear CS+ 5.6 (2.3)  6.3 (2.1)  4.6 (2.4)   6 (1.9) 
 CS- 2.8 (2.7)  3.5 (2.9)  1.6 (2.1)  3.2 (2.8) 
Response Latencies (ms) CS+ 483 (210)  533 (238)  436 (149)   486 (238) 
 CS- 450 (174)  500 (241)  404 (127)  451 (121) 
Figure 1 
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